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RITCHIE: You said you wanted to write an article about committee hearings?

MARCY: Yes. I just returned from a hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee where four very distinguished witnesses appeared. Senator Fulbright
in his first appearance before the Committee since he was a senator was the lead
witness. Richard Allen, Reagan's former security advisor, was there. Admiral
Noel Gayler, former head of the National Security Agency, and Hal Sonnenfeld,
formerly right-hand person to Kissinger, were also witnesses. Senator Percy,
Senator [Richard] Lugar, and finally Senator [Claiborne] Pell showed up. Those
were the only three senators who were there, and they were not all there at the
same time. There were three senators and sixteen staff people sitting at various
places behind senators' empty chairs. I don't know what comes out of a hearing
like that. The testimony is printed but seldom read. There seemed to be some
press coverage--we can tell more tomorrow. [There was one story featuring
Senator Fulbright's appearance after years in retirement. I saw no press account
of the substance of the testimony.] It's gotten to the point now where you don't
have committees or subcommittees. There are in effect one-person, one-senator
committees. I don't know
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how it is in the House, but I find it hard to see that such hearings serve any
significant public purpose. It would be much better to have those four individuals
on the McNeil-Lehrer show, or have them jointly interviewed and printed in the
Post "Outlook" section or the "New York Times Magazine." Maybe these hearings
would be of some use to a historian!

RITCHIE: Was it that way when you were staff director?

MARCY: It was much that way then. I think we did a little better at that time
because Senator Fulbright and his predecessors didn't much like the idea of
competing subcommittees with significant jurisdiction, or significant
constituencies. If the subject was important enough for the senators to pay
attention to it, it was important for al 1 of them, or most of them, to be present.
As it is now, it's such a fragmented process. Individual senators sometimes use a
subcommittee like a lottery. They hold a hearing on some subject and see who
comes. Does the press cover it? As a result there are a lot of hearings held that
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nobody ever hears anything about, nobody pays attention, and even the senators
who set them up don't pay much attention. They try a hearing, it doesn't strike a
fire, and the result is that the subject is dropped.
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RITCHIE: Well, what's the purpose? For instance, today's hearing: what's the
motivation there? It's to generate interest in the subject, but they can't even
generate interest among their own members.

MARCY: That's right. If there is any subject that should be of interest to every
member of the Foreign Relations Committee, it ought to be the present state of
United States-Soviet relations. Are they going to get worse? Are they going to stay
about the same? Or are they going to get better? What underlies the present state
of affairs? This is the most important relationship that we have in the area of
foreign policy. Sure, Grenada is important, the Middle East is important, El
Salvador and Nicaragua are important. But underlying it all from the point of
view of the president, is the "evil empire," that is communism. Yet we spend time
worrying about the next government in Nicaragua or Grenada, and worrying
about the Middle East, but in every case the fundamental problem is traced to the
superpower conflict. Yet we have a hearing on the subject of the two superpowers
and their relationship, and nobody shows up!

RITCHIE: Do you think the Committee spends so much time in executive
session hearing what they consider to be more substantive information from
people behind closed doors that they think that the public sessions are just
decoration?
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MARCY: I think that's partly true, but my experience in the executive sessions
was that by and large senators don't hear anything in executive sessions that they
don't read about in the press. It sounds good to refer to information received in
an executive session of the Committee. Senators and staff presumably then know
more about what goes on, but the attitude of not only the previous
administrations but most executive branch representatives is that they're not
going to say anything to an executive session that they aren't willing to have
appear in the press. So that's what they talk about. Witnesses in executive
sessions discuss things that will not upset the applecart if they become public.

RITCHIE: Do you think there is any way of improving the hearings?

MARCY: That's why I said I think I'm going to write an article, so I can think
about whether there is some way to improve the hearing process, to make it more
effective. It strikes me that by and large they are not very effective. When was the
last time that there was a significant public hearing? It goes back to the Vietnam
period. Now and then, the Interior Committee gets a good turnout for a hearing
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with Secretary [James] Watt, but too few senators come to examine the substance
of an Interior policy. They might want to be present to hear a gaff by the
Secretary.
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RITCHIE: I noticed in your files that at the beginning of each year you would
often send a memo to Senator Fulbright outlining what you thought ought to be
subjects, or could be subjects, for major hearings during the year. Maybe a half a
dozen suggestions. How much planning goes into a public hearing? And when
you were looking over these things at the beginning of the year, how did you
think out the types of subjects you would recommend to the senator?

MARCY: Well, it depended upon what was current at the time, or what one
could see was coming up. For example, if I were now planning hearings for
beginning, let's say in January 1984, it seems to me that the hearings could well
be focused on how to keep continuity in foreign policy during an election year? It
would be a natural. One would hope to be able to establish a record and get
attention to the fact that it's going to be a disaster not whether Republicans are
elected or whether Democrats are elected, but it's going to be a disaster if there is
not some carry-over, some continuity in the foreign policy of the nation.
Otherwise, we lose the confidence of our allies and confuse our adversaries. That
would be the kind of subject I think needs attention. Maybe it's too exotic.

RITCHIE: You suggested a couple of times that they hold forums for
presidential candidates on foreign policy. That one never got carried out.
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MARCY: No, I was accustomed to throw up a lot of ideas; some did fly and some
did not.

RITCHIE: Do you think that there is a lack of long-range planning and thought
now that there is too much ad hoc hearings?

MARCY: I think so. It's a characteristic of Congress to be intrigued by current
events.

There is another thing that is lacking in the Senate, or in the Congress. It is that
there is no senior, executive committee of the Senate to deal with the White
House. If the president wants to call a group together, he does it. He can invite
the majority leader or the minority leader, or certain others. But it does seem to
me that there is a need for a means by which the Senate would have a legislative
counterpart to the National Security Council. Now I realize this runs contrary to
what I have said, that there has been a proliferation of subcommittees. But it
ought to be possible for the president or the National Security Advisor to seek the
advice of, and consult with, a counterpart group in the Senate.
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Now, what does the president do? He may create a presidential commission on
some aspect of policy. I don't object to that, but there needs to be an overall core
group that represents prevailing Senate views across the board, as best as it can
be done. It may be that there should be (I'm just thinking aloud) a sort of a super
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Senate institution which would consist of, let's say, the chairman and the ranking
minority member of each committee. Maybe that's too large a group. But now the
Senate is a fragmented institution as compared with a well-run executive branch.

RITCHIE: Do you think that this is something that is inherent in the institution,
or it's been developing this way, because of the reforms that have decentralized
the Senate over the last twenty years?

MARCY: To some extent it is inherent in a legislative body. But at the same time
one doesn't let heredity control everything. Sometimes heredity can be shaped.
That's what I'm trying to think about.

RITCHIE: When you first came to the Foreign Relations Committee it really was
a collection of the barons of the Senate. Most of the members of the Foreign
Relations Committee were chairmen of other committees. They had long
seniority in the Senate. There was sort of an "Inner Club" that ran the Senate. The
president would never have thought of acting without getting in touch with the
Richard Russells and the Walter Georges, who really made the decisions. Now
there has been so much democratization that the Foreign Relations Committee
has quite a few freshman senators. I can't think of any members right now who
are chairmen of other committees --there must be a few, Senator Jesse Helms is
chairman of Agriculture. But it's a
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different structure. Every senator has a subcommittee, and a subcommittee staff.
Do you think that it was perhaps more effective under the older system and that
the Senate reforms have been counterproductive?

MARCY: Yes, it does seem to me it was more effective at that time. Now,
whether you can recreate an institution less fragmented I don't know, but I think
it's worth thinking about, seeing if it could be done.

I am reminded of an incident that occurred before I was with the Committee, but
with which I am familiar. When the international financial institutions were
being set up, the World Bank for instance, Senator [Eugene] Milliken of Colorado
was chairman of the Finance Committee, and Senator Vandenberg was chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee. Under the Reorganization Act [of 1946] it
was clear that the international financial institutions were within the jurisdiction
United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
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of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. But Senator Vandenberg went to
Senator Milliken, and said he didn't know anything about these international
financial institutions and suggested Senator Milliken take over. So without any
formal decision, that was what happened. Interestingly enough, some years later
when Senator Fulbright became chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee,
having moved to Foreign Relations from chairmanship of the Finance
Committee, I went to him and told him the story that I have just told
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you. I suggested that if he wanted to reclaim jurisdiction for Foreign Relations,
then was the time to make it clear to the Parliamentarian. Without hesitation,
Senator Fulbright said, "We'll take it." So Fulbright undid what Vandenberg had
done at an earlier time.

RITCHIE: Following up on that, as chief of staff of the Foreign Relations
Committee, did you keep an eye on bills that were being referred to make sure
that there was no jurisdictional claim-jumping by other committees?

MARCY: Oh, absolutely. You mentioned earlier that you had talked with Floyd
Riddick, the Parliamentarian. There were a number of instances when I would
think a bill had been misreferred and would go to Floyd and ask if he didn't want
to take another look at it "in the light." Usually that was a simple thing. Floyd had
read the title of the bill and referred it, and when he would look at the substance
of the bill as well as the title, and the Legislative Reorganization Act--the act the
defines the jurisdictions of the committees--it would usually be a pretty open and
shut case.

RITCHIE: Sometimes part of the legislative strategy of senators introducing the
bill is to word it in such a way to try get it to a different committee.

MARCY: That's right.
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RITCHIE: Did you have to keep an eye out for that type of maneuver?

MARCY: Absolutely. Especially since Senator Fulbright was very conscious of
the area of jurisdiction of the Foreign Relations Committee. He would always go
to bat for the jurisdiction of the Committee. A few times there would be some bill
that would be so clearly a confusion of the jurisdiction of the Armed Services
Committee and the Foreign Relations Committee, for example, that we would
work out an arrangement, either for a sequential reference or for the committees
to hold joint hearings. There were a few times in which that was done. I don't
recall that we ever had any knock-down-drag-out-fights on jurisdictional
questions.
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RITCHIE: Usually a word in time to the Parliamentarian would correct things?
MARCY: That usually would take care of it, yes.

RITCHIE: Well, can we go back to where we left off in the Nixon
administration? In 1971 George McGovern started running for the Democratic
nomination for president and in 1972 he became the nominee. He was at the time
a member of the Foreign Relations Committee, which meant he was the third
member of the Foreign Relations Committee since 1960 to be the Democratic
candidate.

MARCY: Yes.
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RITCHIE: I was wondering if you could give me some of your personal
observations on McGovern, as a member, as a senator, and as a candidate.
MARCY: Senator McGovern was certainly one of the nicest people I have ever
known. Honest, straight-forward, soft in voice and demeanor, but firm in his
convictions. I don't think at the moment of any very significant legislative role
which he played in the Committee. I don't think there is a McGovern act or a
McGovern amendment. I would have to say generally that his work in the
Committee was not significant. I don't like to say that because I admire the man
very much. But I don't remember at the moment any very significant thing.

RITCHIE: There was the McGovern-Hatfield bill on Vietnam, but Hatfield
wasn't a member of the Committee.

MARCY: No, he was not.

RITCHIE: So it wasn't through the Committee. Were you as interested in
McGovern's campaign in ‘72 as you were in McCarthy's in ‘68?

MARCY: I was more interested in McCarthy's campaign. it seemed like a more
crucial time in the Vietnam war. But my role with the Committee was such that
when a member of the Committee became a presidential candidate, that was in a
completely different
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department. That's not quite the right word, but when a member of the
Committee became a presidential candidate he's taken over by a campaign
committee, and almost everything that is done is done for a political purpose. As
for the Foreign Relations Committee, I had constantly to keep in mind the fact
that the Committee had members of the minority party as well as of the majority
party. So it was nice to say: "Yes, he was a member of the Foreign Relations
Committee and I knew him when he was just an ordinary senator before he
United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
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became a candidate." But after a senator became a candidate for the presidency,
the relationship between staff people and the candidate dissipated.

RITCHIE: On the other hand, as a member of the Committee if he was to
request information about a bill, or drafting of a speech he was going to give in
the Senate on a foreign relations issue, you would still have done that as you
would for any other senator?

MARCY: Yes, we would have. But the candidates of whom you were speaking
were conscious of the bipartisan nature of the Committee, and that their role had
changed. I don't recall an instance in which any of the candidates asked us to do
particular work for them. When Jack Kennedy was a candidate he did call me
personally and asked whether when he was chairman of the African
Subcommittee it had ever met. I had to tell him the committee met several times
but he was never there, or words to that general effect. I recall that
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particular request. There may have been others like that when McGovern or
McCarthy called and asked for information on attendance at a meeting or on a
roll call, but we didn't draft any speeches. There may have been some members of
the staff who might have done it on the side, but I doubt it.

RITCHIE: Immediately after Nixon's reelection in 1972, he became embroiled in
Watergate. I remember living in Washington myself at that time and the
atmosphere that pervaded everything. How much did Watergate affect the
administration's relationship with the Committee and the foreign policy issues of
that period?

MARCY: I think it's easier to look back and imagine that the events of that time
had a significant influence on the attitudes within the Committee. It does not
seem to me, however, that the Committee members were nearly as conscious of
the impact of Watergate on foreign policy issues as we are inclined to believe now
as we look back. The hot news was in the newspapers every day.

RITCHIE: On the other hand, the Committee and the Congress had really been
engaged for several years in a running battle with Presidents Johnson and Nixon
over authority. In 1972, I went to a special hearing that Sam Ervin's
subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee held on presidential power. They had
Arthur Schlesinger and James MacGregor Burns talking about impoundment and
war powers and everything else. There was a general sense of despair that the
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Congress really wasn't going to be able to wrestle any of this authority back from
the presidency. Yet within a year or two they had passed the Impoundment Act
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and the War Powers Act and there seemed to be an attempt to shift some of the
power back between the branches.

MARCY: It was certainly true with respect to War Powers. But I think that the
War Powers Act came about not so much out of concern that the Senate had lost
power but as a consequence of the state of the Vietnam war itself. It was the way
in which the war was going, and kept going on, which seemed to me to give
impetus to the War Powers Resolution. It's easy now to look back and say there
was a great constitutional fight going on. But it wasn't the constitutional fight
that concerned the individuals so much, it was the fact that the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution had finally been recognized as what it was not supposed to be, a
declaration of war. It was within that framework.

RITCHIE: Did you work at all with Senator Javits' staff on that?

MARCY: Yes, a bit, although most of the work on the War Powers Resolution
was done by Peter Lakeland, and Bill Miller, who was then with Senator [John
Sherman] Cooper. They were more active in developing the War Powers
Resolution than any member of our staff. Senator Fulbright never became very
deeply involved. As long

page 250

as Javits, a Republican, was taking the lead, that was just fine. Cooper was a
Republican. But my impression is that Fulbright's attitude was "Okay, Jack, go
ahead, it's a good idea. Cooper, good idea, it's yours. Take it." Senator Fulbright
was always a bit embarrassed by the role he had taken at the time the Gulf of
Tonkin Resolution was passed. Maybe it didn't seem quite appropriate for him
then to be so active in trying to undue it, even though he subsequently realized it
was a very serious mistake.

RITCHIE: In 1969 the Senate passed the resolution that basically outlined the
War Powers Act, but the House wouldn't go along with it. Quite a bit in the delay
seemed to be just getting the Senate and the House on the same track. We haven't
talked too much about Senate-House relations when it comes to foreign policy,
and I wondered if you might comment on what the general relations were
between the Foreign Relations and the Foreign Affairs committees, and how
difficult or easy it was to get the two to work together?

MARCY: The two committees dealt with each other at arms length. One would
expect that the chairmen of the two committees would get together from time to
time. I don't believe that they did. The times they would get together would be
when there was a conference on a bill. There's always a little bit of jealously
between the two. I think the jealousies originated mostly from the House side,
because they would do something that they thought was

United States Senate Historical Office -- Oral History Project
WWwWw.senate.gov



page 251

important and nobody would pay any attention to them. And then the Senate
committee might do exactly the same thing and there would be big press
coverage. Yet when it came to the generation of amendments, the members of the
House were just as bright and original, and I always thought they had more time
to spend on these issues than did the senators, who had much larger
constituencies to worry about. Staff relationships were very good. During most of
this period Boyd Crawford was the staff director of the House Committee, and
Boyd and I had no problems. We would discuss things informally when problems
arose, but we never particularly sought each other out--although we did see each
other from time to time socially as well as occasionally for lunches, that kind of
thing.

I don't know whether I mentioned earlier in our discussion about the one big
compromise that Boyd Crawford and I pulled off, which was to get the Fulbright-
Hays act out of conference without Fulbright and Hays having met each other
after the first disastrous confrontation.

RITCHIE: No, what was the first disastrous confrontation?

MARCY: Actually, the Foreign Relations Committee had decided that it would
be a good idea to take a look at the original Fulbright act and subsequent
legislation to see if it could be improved and should be brought up to date. Our
staff spent a summer working on it, and developed into what later became the
Fulbright-Hays Act. The bill went through the Senate very handily with Fulbright
prestige,
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and it went to the House which didn't take it up. I had gotten to know
Congressman Wayne Hays quite well. He was chairman of the subcommittee
dealing with educational and cultural exchanges. I went to him one day and said,
"If you will put this thing before your committee and get it moving, we will not
have a Fulbright Act, we will have a Fulbright-Hays Act." I said, "I can't guarantee
this, but I will talk about a Fulbright-Hays Act in the future." I never did ask
Senator Fulbright whether this was a good idea or not, so I've always felt a little
guilty about making this statement public. Anyway, the House passed its version
of the Fulbright-Hays Act, which had some significant differences, and we went
to conference to iron out the differences, with Fulbright on one side of the table,
backed up by his members, and Wayne Hays the leader of the House, side. I do
not remember what the issue was, but the meeting had not gone on for very long
before Wayne Hays blew his top--or it may have been the other way, maybe
Fulbright did--in any event, one or other of them stood up and said, "Well, I will
not participate in this conference any longer as long as the attitude is this way."
Whereupon the other chairman stood up and said, "Well, I beat you to it, because
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I was already trying to get out of the room." And that was it. So all of this work for
the Fulbright-Hays Act was going down the drain.

Boyd Crawford and I got together and decided that, after he had checked with
Wayne Hays and I had checked with Senator Fulbright, they were not about to go
back into conference to confront each other
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again. So Boyd and I worked out the conference report, completely. When we
were satisfied with what was in the bill, we each took the conference report, went
to our respective chairmen and got them to sign it. I remember Senator Fulbright
saying, "Will Wayne take it?" I said, "Yes, I think he will take it this way."
Fulbright then asked if he had to meet with Wayne Hays again. I said, "No, just
sign. He signed, and then the rest of the Senate conferees went along, and the
same thing happened on the House side. So the Fulbright-Hays Act, the
differences of which were resolved in conference, were differences which were
resolved by Boyd Crawford and myself.

RITCHIE: And their names are wedded together forever!

MARCY: And their names are were wedded but not forever since Wayne Hays
left the House in rather disrepute. References are now more often to the
Fulbright Act. Although I must say with the new administration I don't think
President Reagan or Mr. [Charles Z.] Wick, who's in charge of implementing the
act, particularly welcome the name Fulbright either.

RITCHIE: There was a little piece in the paper just recently about a
congressional staff member who checked with the Pentagon about the cost of a
new missile, and was informed that its price was $40 million. The staff member
said, "For that price we could triple
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the number of Fulbright scholars." The Pentagon official said, "Yes, but those
Fulbright scholars don't do a damn thing when you drop them on a bridge from
20,000 feet."

MARCY: What a thought!

RITCHIE: We've reached the point now, in 1973, when you decided to retire
from the Committee. You'd been on the Committee since 1950, and Senator
Fulbright was still the chairman.

MARCY: The first point to make is that I decided to retire before I knew whether
Senator Fulbright was going to be renominated or not. I was influenced by the
fact that it was a good time to retire from the point of view of future annuity
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benefits, since I had had thirty-plus years in the government. For a long time I
had resented seeing staff directors, like Jay Sourwine, to use a name, who had
been around for twenty-five or thirty years and were decrepit old men, servicing
young, vigorous incoming senators. So when some of the members of the Foreign
Relations Committee were younger than I, I was uneasy. I didn't feel that it was
quite appropriate for an older person to be in this staff role. There was another
factor, and that was that Pat Holt had been in the number two spot for a long
time. While I don't mean to sound like a philanthropist in turning it over to him,
nevertheless it did seem to me that I had been holding a lot of people back for a
long time--although before I left, I had talked with Pat about whether he would
take over. He said he didn't think
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he would be interested. So I suggested Norvill Jones to Senator Fulbright. He
asked, "What about Pat?" I told him just what I have told you. But after that, Pat
came to me and said he'd been thinking about it, and if there was going to be a
successor he thought maybe he'd better be staff director, so that was the way it
was resolved. It was no great issue, we just operated on the basis that Pat had
been there longer, had more experience, knew the people, and was an extremely
competent individual. Those were all factors that influenced me.

RITCHIE: And Norvill Jones eventually became staff director.
MARCY: Norvill after that took over from Pat, yes.

RITCHIE: Did you have any anticipation that Senator Fulbright wouldn't be
reelected in 19747

MARCY: No, none at all. I had some personal projects that I was working on.
There were things that I liked to do, such as rebuilding a mast on my son's boat. I
left the Committee as of the first of January 1974, but continued as a consultant
for a period of six months. I took a back office. Pat took the front office. I took my
files with me to sort them out and think for six months what, if anything, I might
do in the future. But I was available to the senators. But once the shift is made,
it's made. There's not much one can do about it. I recall only having one real
Committee
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assignment during that period when I was in a consultant status, and that was a
speech for Senator Mansfield. Other than that I twiddled my thumbs and looked
at my papers and contemplated the future, and came in three days a week instead
of five, and didn't worry about who was going to testify or when or what senators
would show up. It was a decompression period which I liked very much. I have
never regretted having left, may I say. It might be that I would have regretted if
Senator Fulbright had been renominated and elected, but that was not a factor.
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RITCHIE: Fulbright set the record for the longest service as chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, and I suspect that you set the record as the longest
serving staff director.

MARCY: I suspect so. And the way it looks, that's the way it's going to be for a
long time! We may hold these longevity records into perpetuity. It seems to me
that change comes much more rapidly now than in the past.

RITCHIE: Speaking of Senator Fulbright, I wanted to ask you what you thought
about why he was defeated in 1974. It seems like a lot of members of the Foreign
Relations Committee are vulnerable to charges that they've lost touch with their
constituents to worry about world issues. I noticed a memo in your files about
Senator Percy, when he came on the Committee, very early on this comment had
been made about him, and you had prepared a little defense for him as
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to how foreign relations relate to domestic issues. Do you think that members of
the Committee are more politically vulnerable?

MARCY: That's the general belief. In Senator Fulbright's case I don't believe
there was anything that he did in the area of foreign policy that turned off his
constituency. I think he had lost touch with his constituency, not primarily
because he was involved in foreign policy issues, but because he was not as well
known to his constituency as was Governor [Dale] Bumpers. I'm sure if you
looked at the press of Arkansas, you would find that Bumpers was mentioned two
or three times compared to Senator Fulbright. I've often thought that it's hard for
a senator in Washington to make headlines with respect to things that concern
people in a state. Senators from Virginia or Maryland have a much easier time.
Take Senator [Charles] Mathias, for example, anything he says on the national
scene is immediately read by a large number of people within his state. But when
Senator Fulbright said something it might make page 3 or 4 in the Arkansas
Gazette. I think there may also have been some question of financial support
having fallen off for Senator Fulbright. I really can't talk to that. I have heard
implications that he had alienated Jewish constituents or Jewish money, but
whether there's anything to that or not I just don't know. I don't know what the
figures were, whether he was running out of money or not. I do know that at one
point the polls did show he was running behind Bumpers even before Fulbright
had announced he was going to run again. I recall a
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conversation with Senator Fulbright in which he said he realized he probably
would not be renominated, but he said, "It is very hard to pull out voluntarily
because there are so many people who are counting on you--the people in your
office, your friendly constituents back home, people who have supported you in
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the past." He felt, even though it looked like he was in serious trouble, that it was
not possible for him to withdraw from the primary without looking like he was
leaving a lot of people in the lurch.

RITCHIE: Both Tom Connally and Walter George, having spent long periods in
the Senate, read the handwriting on the wall when their reelections were coming
up, and retired, while Fulbright went down to defeat.

MARCY: I happen to know in the case of Senator George that certain large
contributors did tell him that the time had come for a change and he accepted
that. I don't know about the Connally case. I suspect most people would look back
now and wouldn't remember whether Fulbright was defeated or retired.

RITCHIE: Now from your perspective of ten years away from the Committee
staff, how would you rate the three chairmen who succeeded Fulbright: John
Sparkman, Frank Church, and now Charles Percy? How would you rate them as
opposed to Fulbright as chairmen of the Committee?
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MARCY: Obviously, I think that Fulbright was a much greater chairman than
any of the three you have mentioned. Senator Sparkman was getting along in
years by the time he became chairman. He used to fall asleep. He would sit in a
public hearing and go to sleep, and I'd punch him. Senator Morse came to me one
time and he said, "I think, Carl, you've got a responsibility to tell Senator
Sparkman that he's got to see a doctor, because there must be something wrong
with him. He's going to sleep all the time." I found that suggestion a little bit
embarrassing. I said, "Well, why don't you tell him." And Senator Morse s